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Jow
Dear Bwf){non:

Thank you for your letter of April 14, 1999 concerning the Health Effect
Tnstitute’s (HET) dicsel epidemiology report and workshop.

IILT and its Diesel Epidemiclogy Expert Panel have, from the beginning of this
projeet, sought and benefitted from the input of experts from OEHFHA, other risk
assessment agencies, researchers, and scientists from industry and environmental
organizations. On a number of occasions - the first workshop last Spring, the broad-
based peer review of the draft, opportunities for ORIIHA and others to discuss with {he
panel and its members the dctails and draft conclusions of its efforts, the workshop we
held at Stone Mountain, and Dr. Dawson’s latest comments (which we reccived earlier
this month and immediately circulated to the full Panel) - the Pancl has heard from and
responded to many thoughtful comments in its deliberations. As a result, the document
that the Pancl is working on completing today is difTerent f; rom, and substantially better
than, the draft that your staff and others werc asked to pecr review in January.

The Panel also undcerstood, from the outset, that it was not charged to repcat nor
evaluate the broader risk asscssments conducted by OEIIHA, NIEHS/NTP, U.S. LEPA,
WHO, and IARC, all of which have found, based on reviews of the broader
cpidemiologic and toxicologic evidence, that diesel oxhaust is a probable human
carcinogen. They understood as well that based on these findings the California Air
Resources Board went forward last fall to designatc diescl exhaust particulate matter as a
Toxic Air Contaminant.

The Pancl’s charge, rather, was to examine more closely one element of risk
assessment - the development of quantitative estimates of risk - and to detcrmine what
additional research is necessary 1o improve our ability to make such cstimates, To this
end, the panel examined in detail two scts of studies - of railroad workers and teamsters -
that have the best avaijlable exposure and health information and have been relied on most
for quantitative risk cstimatcs, Their analysis and review was designed solely to
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understand the strengths and weaknesscs of these existing studies as they relate to
quantitative risk asscssment in order to determiine whether fiture research on thesc
populations, or on new populations, could improve our ability to quantify the risks for
diesel cxhaust.

Onc comment that you made about the January draft, and that we heard from
many other reviewers as well, was about the seeming impossibility for any study 1o mcet
the "criteria for sclection of epidemiology studies to be used for quantitative risk
assessment” contained in the first draft. The Panel, who as practicing cpidemiologists,
exposure experts, and biostatisticians are the first people to recognize that therc is no such
thing as a perfect epidemiology study, had never intended to sct up such unrealistic
criteria all 1o be met in the conduct of a single study. Rather their intention was and is to
sce these guidelincs as a framework of cpidemiologic principles for systematically
assessing strengths and weaknesscs of the studics for quantitative risk assessment, with
the understanding that any ultimate risk assossment has to be based on an assessment of
all of the availablec literature rather than a specific study.

Finally, but by no means lcast importantly, we are acutely scasitive to the
possibility that, given the nature of our scientific work and our efforts to desigu it to best
inform future public decisions, any publication can be misinterpreted or misquoted, We
are particularly concerned that some may already be starting to distribute "findings" of
this HEI cffort even before the final report has been completed, reviewed, and approved
by HET and we will be working to minimize the chance that these premature
interpretations continue, As would normally be the casc we plan to providc you, as well
as other regulatory agencies and interested parties, with briefings on the final report when
it is approved, and prior to broader public releasc.

We appreciate your continued interest in the work of HEI, welcome your
comments, and look forward to working with you to advance the scicnce of
understanding risk. Pleasc do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.

Sincercly,
i 8, Greenbaum
President

cc: Dr. Alan Lloyd, Chair
CARB



